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Abstract. The development of the Romanian rural area following the 1989 
Revolution and until the present has undergone important variations in terms of economic 
and financial instruments. The failure of the support policy in the fields of agriculture and 
rural devlopment during the first stages of transition was determined by the slow pace of the 
economic reform and shaping of the market-viable agricultural structures. The research 
undertaken allowed for the depiction of tendencies and theoretically and practically-
fundamented conclusions for the efficient access and employment of European funding for 
rural development. The method for data collection and processing selected for both studies 
was the inquiry, while the research instrument employed was the survey. Other methods 
utilized in the present paper include the determination of causal relationships by means of 
the Hi-square criterion. The preamble of the study involved the analysis of the general 
regulatory framework of European funding for rural development in Romania. The research 
objective aimed at the main co-financing sources of private beneficiaries in Cluj county and 
beneficiaries’ assessment of project filing methods.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 The strategic objectives of the main funds aimed at rural development must 
be analyzed and comprhended in the most practical way possible by Romanian 
authorities, precisely for providing a sustainable efficiency, which is highly 
necessary for private entrepreneurs, as well as administrative units in the rural area 
that will make use of these community sources. The analysis conducted on the 
number of European funding beneficiaries in Cluj county has revealed that the main 
beneficiaries of non-reimbursable European funds through the SAPARD, as well as 
FEADR programmes are administrative units mayoralties, followed by private 
beneficiaries. This is the reason why the latter were selected, in order analyze the 
causes that led to such a situation.  The research topic also aims at emphasizing the 
European funding absorption ability, especially in the case of private beneficiaries in 
the rural area of Cluj county. The content of this study was drafted starting from and 
exclusively considering the information provided on the basis of the private 
beneficiaries of SAPARD and FEADR funds. The objectives of the case study: 
identifying the main information sources for European funding; analysis of the main 
co-financing sources of private beneficiaries; assessment of the main project filing 
methods by beneficiaries, the degree of satisfaction regrading their implementing 
mechanism; perception of the obstacles encountered in accessing SAPARD and 
FEADR programmes; analysis of the impact exerted on direct and indirect 
beneficiaries. 
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MATERIAL AND METHOD 
 
For the collection of information and reaching the objectives set, the direct 
face-to-face inquiry method was undertaken, at the domicile or firm of persons 
under survey. This method was selected taking into consideration the relatively great 
length of the survey (29 questions) and to provide the confort of subjects. The 
research object resided in private beneficiaries of the SAPARD and/or FEADR non-
reimbursable funds. Until the date of the survey, the number of those that received 
SAPARD and FEADR funding involved 126 private firms or individuals, who 
represented the survey sample. The survey was conducted during May-August 2009.  
   
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
According to the analysis conducted, SAPARD and/or FEADR 
beneficiaries benefitted from relatively small amounts compared to the maximum 
available sums for funding (Table 1). 
 Table 1 
Value of SAPARD/FEADR projects beneficiaries 
 
TOTAL VALUE PROJECT     
Euro 
No. of 
respondents 
Frequency 
(%) 
Cumulative 
frequency (%) 
1 Between 5000 - 50000 7 17.1 17.1 
2 Between 50001 - 100000 7 17.1 34.2 
3 Between 100001 – 200000 11 26.8 61.0 
4 Between 200001 – 500000 12 29.3 90.3 
5 Between 500001 – 2000000 4 9.8 100 
6 More than 2000000 0 0 100 
TOTAL  41 100  
 
The value of projects under contract, acoording to the beneficiaries’ field 
of activity is presented in Table 2. As such, more than half of SAPARD/FEADR 
beneficiaries (61.1%) beefitted from a project value lower than 200,000 euro. Most 
high-value projects (over 200,000) are encountered in the case of beneficiaries in the 
agricultural products processing sector. With a higher financial power, they were 
able to ensure the cofinancing of projects approaching the maximum eligible sum 
for the respective measure.  
Table 2 
Value of SAPARD/FEADR projects according to beneficiaries'  field of activity (%) 
 
 TOTAL PROJECT VALUE (euro) 
FIELD 5000 - 50000 
50001 - 
100000 
100001 – 
200000 
200001 – 
500000 
500001 – 
2000000 
Total 
Animal breeding (%) 29.4 29.4 17.6 17.6 5.9 100 
Plant cultivation (%) 16.7 0 16.7 33.3 33.3 100 
Agricultural processing  (%) 0 0 25.0 62.5 12.5 100 
Rural tourism (%) 10.0 20.0 50.0 20.0 0 100 
TOTAL sample (%) 17.1 17.1 26.8 29.3 9.8 100 
 
Projects benefitting from the lowest financing are encountered in the case 
of animal breeders, as 58.8% state that they applied for projects under the value of 
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100,000 euro. Grouping options regarding the size of projects according to the fields 
of activity is presented in table 3.  
Table 3 
Value of SAPARD/FEADR projects according to beneficiaries fields of activity 
 
 FIELD 
TOTAL PROJECT 
VALUE (euro) 
Animal 
breeding 
Plant 
cultivation 
Agricultural products 
processing 
Rural 
tourism Total 
5000-50000 5 1 0 1 7 
51000-100000 5 0 0 2 7 
100001-200000 3 1 2 5 11 
200001-500000 3 2 5 2 12 
500000-200000 1 2 1 0 4 
TOTAL 17 6 8 10 41 
 
Adjusted frequencies, calculated under the hypothesis that there is no 
determination relationship between the two characteristics, are determined according 
to the relationship: 
n
nn
n
ij
ij
••∗
⋅
= , is presented in table 4 
Tabel 4 
Theoretical frequencies 
 
 FIELD 
TOTAL PROJECT 
VALUE (euro) 
Animal 
breeding 
Plant 
cultivation 
Agricultural products 
processing 
Rural 
tourism 
Total 
5000-50000 2.90 1.02 1.37 1.71 7 
51000-100000 2.90 1.02 1.37 1.71 7 
100001-200000 4.56 1.61 2.15 2.68 11 
200001-500000 4.98 1.76 2.34 2.93 12 
500000-200000 1.66 0.59 0.78 0.98 4 
TOTAL 17 6 8 10 41 
The calculus of the Hi-square variable is presented in table 5. 
Table 5 
The size of Hi-square values by variant-pairs 
 
1.52 0.00 1.37 0.29 3.18 
1.52 1.02 1.37 0.05 3.96 
0.53 0.23 0.01 2.00 2.78 
0.78 0.03 3.02 0.29 4.13 
0.26 3.42 0.06 0.98 4.72 
4.61 4.71 5.82 3.61 18.76 
  
 The theoretical Hi-square variable for the degrees of freedom (m-1)(k-1) = 
(5-1)(4-1) = 12 and for the error probability 5%, has a value of 20.82. 
By comparing the calculated value of Hi-square (18.76) with the theoretical 
Hi-square value (20.82). One of the major problems mentioned by non-reimbursable 
funding beneficiaries is ensuring the cofinancing, which is compulsory in the case of 
private beneficiaries. Approximately two thirds of people under survey have loaned 
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money from the bank or other investment funds to provide for project cofinancing 
(Table 6). 
Table 6 
The main co-financing source for the SAPARD/FEADR project 
 
 
 
Co-financing 
source 
Number of 
respondents Frequency (%) 
Cumulative 
project (%) 
1 Bank loan 23 56.1          56.1 
2 Investment fund 4 9.8          65.9 
3 Own sources 14 34.1         100.0 
TOTAL  41 100  
 
This issue would be normal in the case of a functional market economy 
and in the case of a competitive banking system. However, current coditions 
residing in the level of bank interests and commissions, the currency rate do not 
boost entrepreneurs in developing their business based on credits and can be 
significant setbacks in the absorption of European funds. The increase of interest 
and currency rates has placed beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries in an 
impossible situation to cover the cost of loans. Many investors are awaiting for 
market regulation and the relaxation of the banking system.  
Cu toate aceste dificultăţi, cei mai mulţi dintre beneficiari (70,32%) au 
declarat că nu ar fi realizat investiţia fără sprijin (Tabel 7). 
Table 7 
Answers to the question:Would you have made the investment without 
SAPARD/FEADR support? 
 Answers Number of respondents Frequency(%) 
       1 YES 10 24.4 
       2 NO 30 70.32 
       3  DK/DR 1 2.4 
TOTAL  41 100 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The research conducted has allowed for the illustration of tendencies and 
scientific and theoretic conclusions in terms of the accession and efficient 
employment of European funding for rural development. Recent evolutions in the 
European financing system through the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 
confirms two major tendencies: 
 the predominant trend for the financing of rural development programmes 
(until approximately a decade ago, the priority was agricultural financing 
through direct payments for farmers and subsidies); 
 the increase of complementarity for agricultural financing by means of „policy 
financing”, with the essential purpose of promoting a general process of 
economic, social and terrirorial cohesion; 
 the major significance of this new financing context is that, through the 
community budget, rural communities may receive at present, financial 
resources to support their development strategies. 
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 For an efficient usage of community intervention systems, the major 
problem for rural communities is connected to: 
 identifying financing opportunities; 
 setting a project portfolio suitable for individual development options; 
 finding co-financing sources; 
Such an approach is conditioned by the setting of a a development strategy, 
the development of human resources and promotion of a public-private partnership 
according to priority fields of common interest,  
Considering the complexity of the approach in terms of obtaining European 
funding on the one hand and the situation of the Romanian rural area (poor 
economic and social infrastructure; divided property, predominance of semi-
subsistance households, structural frailty of crops, low quality of entrepreneurship 
and the lack of investment sources, the poor quality of services and low level of 
education and professional training of the workig force, immobility to change) show 
that the part of the „engine” in rural development and the capitalization of 
opportunities provided by the European context must be played by local and 
regional decision factors.  
Farmers and entrepreneurs in the rural area must be supported to take 
advantage of the FEADR financing opportunities, which are the most adapted 
instruments to the development requirements of rural communties and provide a 
coherent context of European support for local rural development strategies.  
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